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1 The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 3 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Japanese document 10-138,405 in view of Takeuchi et al (see paragraphs 18, 31, 

34, 35 and 42), either alone, or further in view of Japanese Kokai 62-1 01 ,421 . 

In view of the amendment requiring that the measurement be done on 1 ,000 meters of 

wound film, Takeuchi et al has been additionally applied. Apparently, a 1,000 meter 

long film, when wound, is considered to be a lower limit for length of film, in that lengths 

shorter than this have low stress due to low weight from the other layers on top of them 

and do not have flatness deterioration seen in larger length wound films (see paragraph 

18). It would be reasonable to assume from this disclosure that the instant length would 

have had a minimal effect on the hardness measured since the thickness of the wound 

film would be small. Remember, we are talking about micron-sized thicknesses of the 

film, so that a wound 1,000 meter long film may have very little thickness once wound 

up. So saying, it is submitted that a 1,000 meter long film wound on a roll having the 

instant hardness would be tested to have a hardness that does not appreciably 

deviate from the hardness of the roll itself. The additional paragraphs cited In 

Takeuchi et al show the state of the art concerning wound films and reinforce what is 

taught in the instant specification with regards to the exact core material and film 

laminates— the primary reference teaches a laminate. Compare paragraph 34 of 
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Takeuchi et al with page 7, first full paragraph of the instant specification. Clearly, the 
material of the roll does not matter to any extent, and this should not be an issue. 
Concerning the laminate, compare paragraph 31 of Takeuchi et al with instant page 12, 
first full paragraph. Japanese Kokai -421 continues to be applied for reasons of record, 
the reference teaching winding a PET film to the instant winding hardness wherein the 
winding provides a film with high dimensional stability and maintains flatness, 
characteristics clearly desired in the instant process and that of the primary reference. 
If the instant winding hardness such is not obvious from Japanese -405 and Takeuchi 
et al, then it is submitted it is obvious when these references are taken with Japanese 
-421. It has been argued that Japanese -421 is not applicable since it performs the 
winding on PET films. However, it should be noted that it is not the film itself that is 
being taken from Japanese -421 , but rather the teaching of the winding hardness. It 
is recognized that the films are different. However, it has never been shown on record 
that the material of the film has any appreciable effect on the tested winding hardness, 
or more importantly, exactly what such effect would be. In truth, it could very well be a 
minimal effect. It is respectfully submitted that winding a film to the instant winding 
hardness would have been obvious from Japanese -421, regardless of the material 
of the film. 

2.Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Japanese document 10-138,405 in view of Takeuchi et al (see paragraphs 18, 31, 34, 
35 and 42) and Japanese document P3075431, either alone, or further in view of 
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Japanese Kokai 62-101,421 for reasons of record as set forth in paragraph 1, supra and 
paragraph 2 of the previous action. 

3. Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Applicant's arguments have been essentially addressed in the rejection set forth supra. 
It is respectfully submitted that the instant claims are obvious over the prior art applied. 
Regardless of the film material, it has been shown that winding a film to the instant 
wound hardness provides a flat film with dimensional stability as shown in Japanese 
-421 . While PVOH and PET films are clearly not the same, it has not been shown that 
a wound film hardness would necessarily be different for the films, nor exactly what 
such a difference would be. le, even if there is a difference, the difference may not vary 
enough so that the instant hardness is not met. The office does not have the ability to 
test the films, and hence any arguments directed to this aspect— ie, the combination of 
Japanese -421 with Japanese -405 — are moot and amount to no more than conjecture 
either way. However, if the prior art teaches winding one plastic film to the instant 
winding hardness, it would be reasonable to assume that such would have been an 
advantageous step with another plastic film. 

4. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented 
in this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
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§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

5.Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mathieu D. Vargot whose telephone number is 571 272- 
1211. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri from 9 to 6. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christina Johnson, can be reached on 571 272-1176. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
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For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

M. Vargot Mathieu D. Vargot 

July 10, 2007 Primary Examiner 

Art Unit 1732 



